conducted a study to "…determine: (i) changes in SOC [soil organic carbon] within the topsoil due to conversion to NT [no tillage] farming, and (ii) the depth distribution (0-60 cm) of SOC in NT soils compared with PT [plow tillage] and forest soils." The authors pointed out the diffi culties in interpreting the results of the farm-survey approach undertaken, especially regarding the difference in cropping history of each fi eld site, difference in current crop management system since enrolled in a particular tillage system, difference in type of tillage implements, difference in fertilizer use, and difference in crop residue returned. All of these concerns are real, but the greater concern was the sampling approach, which should have tempered the strength of conclusions.
Only one fi eld was sampled within a major land resource area (MLRA), and therefore, conventional statistical analysis should not have been used to assess the effects of management within a MLRA. A more appropriate choice of analysis should have been to use the 11 MLRA sampling locations as replicates for the three management systems (plow tillage, no tillage, and woodlot). Because multiple fi elds of a management system within a MLRA were not sampled, then the only valid comparison was of management systems across MLRAs. How management affects SOC within a MLRA (>1 Mha) should not have been based on three cores (40 cm 2 ) within a single fi eld.
The data in Fig. 1 and 2 revealed striking differences between management systems, especially below 30 cm. For example, soil bulk density under woodlots from MLRA 140, 147, 139B, and 139C was much lower than under cropped soils below 30 cm, indicative of a vastly different landscape setting and/or soil type. Soil organic C was also much greater under woodlots at those depths than under cropped soils. By sampling only one fi eld for each management system within a MLRA, the probability was high that the real effect of management on SOC storage would not be distinguishable from intrinsic variability; however without suffi cient data, this distinction between sources of variation cannot be known.
The calculation of SOC to a cumulative dept 4 is not consistent with the data for bulk density a in Fig. 1 and 2 . Values in Fig. 4 are 4.5 ± 0.8-fold g calculated from data in Fig. 1 and 2. This putative e to a depth of 0 to 60 cm appears to have been per 2 when reporting estimates for differences in SOC of >|2| Mg ha −1 yr −1 are phenomenal-these high 8 of 11 cases. It is rare to see such large magnitud the literature. The reported C loss rate of −5.2 ± 1. the four cases that were negative would be greater i C accumulation rates in above-ground tree growt ecosystems. For example, fast-growing pine fo accumulate C in aboveground biomass at a rate of (www.gacarbon.org).
When considering the MLRA sampling as repl of the three management systems, then the amount would be as presented in Table 1 here. These data was greater under NT than under PT in the surface 1 with the point made in the original paper. A po however, is the interpretation of what happened depth. Soil organic C at 10-to 30-cm depth was n statistically different between tillage systems, even be the zone where residue C was likely preferent inversion tillage operations. Soil organic C at 30-to not statistically different between tillage systems, bu that negated surface SOC accumulation with NT experimental evidence). Statistical signifi cance cou between tillage systems, because of greater rando depth (coeffi cient of variation was 42% at 30-50 0-10 cm). Technically, the only signifi cant differen systems occurred at 0-to 10-cm depth; no differen systems occurred at 30-to 50-cm depth. Only b random variation did the tillage effect on SOC disa of greater SOC under PT than under NT at lower
In a news release posted by the Soil Science Journal, the authors are quoted as saying "futur sequestration must be done by analyzing the soil pr depth rather than the surface layer only." This reco beyond the methods and scope of evaluation presen This recommendation should be reconsidered in ligh random variation observed with depth. In fact, in repeated sampling in time in Georgia, for every addi sampled below the plow layer (i.e., 30 cm), the chan have had to be 0.6 Mg ha −1 greater to maintain sta between forage management means (Franzluebbers
